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In this article, I want to reflect on the difficulty of categorising the
threat of terrorism within existing security frameworks and our
theorising of threat assessment. As more types of terrorism get
academic and political attention, various state and non-state actors
use terrorist tactics or borrow some elements of terrorism to achieve
their agenda. This article discusses the difficulties surrounding
terrorist threat classification and how it perplexes our
understanding of terrorism and counterterrorism.

What have we learned over more than twenty years of researching
terrorism? Terrorism 1s often conceptualised as both a traditional
and non-traditional threat, complicating the execution of
counterterrorism strategies. This ambiguity creates the need for a
"special treatment" of the terrorist threat in politics proportionate
to its importance, and it bears the danger of fostering opportunities
for power abuse. This article reflects on different ways of
categorising the threat of terrorism, showing that, indeed, terrorism
1s multifaced, and there is no one-size-fits-all approach to defining
and fighting terrorism. However, I also argue that there 1s a danger
of assigning terrorism an extra-legal status and exclusive priority,
resulting in power abuse and restrictions of people's rights and
freedoms.

Keywords: Terrorism, terrorism definition, securitisation, power
acquisition, counterterrorism

The threat of terrorism: definitional problems and ambiguous classifications
The absence of consensus on the definition of terrorism, as well as confusion
surrounding classifying terrorism as both a traditional and non-traditional threat,
open possibilities for the threat of terrorism being used for alternative political
purposes, namely, to gain power and resources. Since creating the Ad Hoc
Committee in 1996 by the United Nations, we have seen terrorism changing,
acquiring new strategies and techniques while global counterterrorism efforts
keep developing, as both practitioners and scholars work on understanding

terrorism and perfecting counterterrorism defences. However, there has been no
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legally binding definition of terrorism produced by the United Nations, only a
draft with an ambiguous explanation of how terrorism could manifest (Schmid,

2018; United Nations General Assembly Sixth Committee, 2018).

In the last ten years, we have seen more media coverage of terrorist attacks,
which might have created an impression that the threat of terrorism is on the rise
(Ritchie et al., 2020b). However, on the contrary, the number of terrorist attacks
has fallen by 43% between 2014 and 2018 (Miller, 2019). The occurrence of most
terrorist attacks was regional: According to the Global Terrorism Database
(GTD), 95% of deaths from terrorist attacks in 2017 occurred in Africa, the
Middle East, or South Asia (Ritchie et al., 2020c). What does it mean for the
future of terrorism studies? Undeniably, it is too soon to attribute the decrease in
terrorist attacks solely to a better global understanding of terrorism and,
consequently, better counterterrorism strategies. The increase of far-right terrorist
incidents and white supremacy in the United States of America suggests that a
decrease in major international terrorists' attacks (especially against the West)
such as 9/11 does not mean a reduction in other types of terrorism (Ritchie et al.,
2020a). Terrorism keeps changing and developing in the global South. We could
also see an increased number of terrorist attacks in Africa, particularly during the

COVID-19 outbreak at the beginning of 2020 (Welle Deutsche, 2020).

Terrorism is an elusive concept, which has provoked much debate starting
from how to define terrorism and to what is a terrorist act, who terrorists are, and
could different entities (state and non-state) be seen as terrorists. Despite extensive
research on terrorism, we are still far from finding common ground on the
terrorism definition. Scholars disagree on almost everything regarding terrorism,
and as Michael Kronenwetter (2004, p. 4) aptly notes, "one thing we know for
sure: terrorism is wrong". Some scholars believe that creating a universal
definition of terrorism is inevitable (Ganor, 2002; Hoffman, 1984); others argue
that this would be close to impossible to do so (Bruce, 2013; Homolar & A.
Rodriguez-Merino, 2019; Martini & Njoku, 2017; Richards, 2012). Some
research 1s focused on the state vs non-state actor’s dilemma, arguing that any
government-produced definition of terrorism is self-serving; thus, it would be

inevitably worded in a way to serve and protect the government (Kronenwetter,
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2004; Meisels, 2009). Scholars and practitioners alike continue to research and
theorise terrorism, and one of the ways of looking at terrorism is the approach to

categorising threats as traditional and non-traditional.

It needs to be said that any categorisation of threats is problematic. Every
threat is different, it could appear in various circumstances, and its perceived or
real hazard would be ranked differently by diverse actors. Not to mention that
threats can occur so quickly, especially in an existing conflict, that security
providers would be completely unprepared to deal with them. An example of this
1s 9/11 which was an unimaginable attack at the time, thus impossible to prepare
for in advance (Managhan, 2020). Besides, security threats are often
interconnected: for example, terrorism can be linked to illegal revenues from
weapons sales and drugs trafficking, as well as organised crime (Jordan, 2019).
Thus, any attempt to categorise terrorism and terrorist acts would not produce a
universally applicable framework, as proven by the last twenty years of research

in terrorism.

The division into traditional and non-traditional threats echoes the realist
take on security, focusing on how tangible security threats are: Traditional threats
endanger the state in a conventional, somewhat military capacity (Jones &
Hameiri, 2021; Swanstrom, 2010). When traditional security is discussed, it
implies that the state is under a threat that can be processed within existing state
security frameworks (Zimmerman, 2016). Therefore, the state would manage the
danger because it holds the mandate for state security. However, terrorism may
not necessarily represent an immediate tangible threat, which creates the basis for
seeing terrorism as a non-traditional threat. An urgent, tangible threat when
dealing with terrorism might not be present straight away, which adds to the
difficulties of categorising terrorism and preparing counterterrorism actions.
Terrorism has been labelled in many ways: non-traditional threat, non-traditional
security, asymmetrical warfare, hybrid warfare - all pointing to its uniqueness as
both political strategy and tactics. The current research on terrorism has been
enriched by some scholars exploring terrorism from the constructivist perspective,
for example investigating terrorism as communication (Workneh & Haridakis,
2021).
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Yet, terrorism, or some of its parts, is not new. Many tactics and strategies
that we would call terrorism have been used by partisan formations, insurgencies,
freedom fighters, and other groups that opposed authority in the past (Boyle,
2019; Wilson, 2020). An idea of a group fighting a more resourceful opponent is
hardly new: modern terrorist strategies have been in use for decades (Jordan,
2019). However, we keep conventionally categorising threats, including the threat
of terrorism, into traditional and non-traditional, but perhaps it is time to

reconsider this approach.

Terrorism can be (and often is) contemplated as a non-traditional threat
because of its transnational nature and the involvement of non-state actors
(Zimmerman, 2016). However, terrorism-related violence, economic and political
disarray, and casualties that terrorism brings can be comparable to war in its
devastating consequences. For example, terrorism is often referred to as
asymmetrical or hybrid warfare, which implies that the treat requires more than
just a traditional “fight” response from the government to counteract it. One can
argue that the conflict in Chechnya is an example of such dual threat
categorisation. The war between the Russian government and the Chechens,
fighting for independence, has been seen as both traditional (a conventional threat
to the state's unity) and non-traditional (terrorist) threat, with minimal to no
change of the conflict itself (Kramer, 2005; Marten, 2012; Pokalova, 2015). The
Russian state's approach to the war has been changing over the years, but the
source of the Chechen peoples' discontent remained largely the same.
Unfortunately, the deeper causes of the Chechen conflict have not been addressed
by the Russian government, and even if we have seen some de-escalation of
violence in Chechnya and North Caucasus, it is impossible to solve the conflict
without addressing the root causes that pushed the Chechens to use terrorist
tactics (Hedenskog, 2020).

Thus, it can be seen that the same threat can be labelled as both traditional
and non-traditional, complicating threat assessment and obscuring means to solve
the conflict. Such ambiguity in the terrorist threat classification also adds
confusion to who should respond to the threat, blurring the lines of authority and

accountability of counterterrorism actors.

87



E-ISSN: 2798-4427 Journal of Global Strategic Studies
DOI: 10.36859/jgss.v2i1.1038 Vol. 02 No. 01
June 2022

Terrorism definitions: the criminalising approach vs the wartime approach
Another difficulty that obfuscates the study of terrorism and influences the
categorisation of the terrorist threat is the theorising of terrorism definitions. Most
terrorism definitions can be vaguely divided into either the criminalising approach
and the wartime approach (Martin & Weinberg, 2014). Under the criminalising
approach, a terrorist act is recognised as a crime and prosecuted according to a
criminal code (Kovac¢, 2007). Ideally, this approach should ensure that terrorism
1s dealt with according to the rule of law, both domestic and international (Kovac,
2007; Saul, 2005). This approach 1s practiced by many Western
countries.Unfortunately, even in societies where such an approach is practised,
terrorism-related cases are often treated extralegally. Governments exercise
renditions, use black sites for torture, and treat terrorism as a special case crime.
The "ends justify the means" approach is somehow more tolerated when dealing
with groups that have been labelled as terrorist formations. As Boyle (2019, p. 2)
aptly notes, "the definition of who was a "terrorist" was notoriously changeable
as the political wind blow". The American pursuit of alleged Al-Qaeda operatives
after 9/11 by drone strikes disregarding civilian casualties (casually referred to as
collateral damage) can be seen as an example of this attitude (Grossman, 2018).
Ultimately, the extralegal processing of terrorism offenses erodes the trust in the
legal system being capable of dealing with terrorism offenses according to the rule

of law.

The wartime approach to terrorism implies that a terrorist act should be seen
as equivalent to a war crime (Banks, 2005). Thus, terrorists and terrorist groups
should be considered military formations and treated accordingly (Tauber &
Banks, 2017). This approach gives the terrorism issue a special treatment that
might appeal to the urgency that many would share. Still, it also allows
governments to withdraw information regarding terrorist cases and suspects.
Because war crimes belong to the military jurisdiction, the trials of terrorist cases
would give the government a legal loophole to make such cases disappear. For

example, as Tauber and Banks (2017, p. 806) argue, in the case of the US:
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Although federal courts might assert their authority to defend civil
liberties against possible executive abuses of power during
wartime, they might opt not to second guess the executive or public
opinion because the government has the institutional expertise to
manage national security crises and protect public safety.

Therefore, using the wartime approach alone could lead to less transparency
and accountability in dealing with terrorism and more opportunities for the abuse

of power.

As one might argue, it is almost impossible to find a pure wartime or
criminal approach to terrorism being practices in real life. The most practical
definitions of terrorism used today are a synthesis between the two approaches,
for example, one used by the Terrorism Prevention Branch of the United Nations
Office on Drugs and Crime (Schmid, 2004, 2005, 2013). Scharf (2004, p. 360)
sensibly defines terrorism as "the peacetime equivalent of war crimes", bringing
the two approaches together. Under both methods, terrorist acts and the threat of
terrorism are dealt with by a particular branch of legislation: a criminal code or
the wartime rules. Thus, counterterrorism would be in the jurisdiction of existing
law enforcement agencies: the police in the criminalisation approach and the
military in the wartime approach. Therefore, the threat of terrorism would be part
of the existing traditional security framework provided by the state. So, if we look
at the threat of terrorism from the point of view of counterterrorism responsibility,
then the state would be the ultimate decision-maker in most cases (Boyle, 2019).
This relation reinforces the tight connection between the threat of terrorism and
state security, firmly embedding the threat of terrorism in domestic and foreign

policies.

However, the concept of terrorism is ever changing. The fluidity of the
concept of terrorism can be seen in the myriad definitions of terrorism and how it
can change depending on the political situation. This grey area of politics and
terrorism studies is aptly described by Alex P. Schmid (2011, p. 2): "As trends in
the use of terrorism change, one type of interpretation can become more
appropriate than another. Terrorism changes as the instruments of violence and
communication change and as contexts evolve". The threat of terrorism has
become omnipresent and has been somewhat normalised: references to it can be

found in popular culture (Mahon, 2021). The way J.K. Rowling describes Dark
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Arts in the Half-Blood Prince, the sixths of Harry Potter books, stunningly
resembles Schmid's theorising of terrorism elusiveness:
The Dark Arts," [...] "are many, varied, ever-changing, and
eternal. Fighting them is like fighting a many-headed monster,
which, each time a neck is severed, sprouts a head even fiercer and
cleverer than before. You are fighting that which is unfixed,
mutating, indestructible." [...] "Your defenses," said Snape, a little

louder, "must therefore be as flexible and inventive as the arts you
seek to undo (2005, p. 169).

Terrorism scholars and practitioners have not agreed on what terrorism is
or how to define it comprehensively (Bruce, 2013; Homolar & A. Rodriguez-
Merino, 2019; Martini & Njoku, 2017). Some, as Meisels (2009) argue that the
absence of wiliness of the academic community to commit to a definition of
terrorism shows the bias and political inclinations of the community. Still, the
world has come to understand that terrorism, regardless of the approach we use
to define it, can be seen as an ever-changing instrument of violence, flexible and

adaptable, and counterterrorism responses should be as well.

Power acquisition and abuse as the result of multi-(and cross-)classification
of the terrorism threat

One might argue that the elusiveness of the terrorism concept and its potential to
be classified under more than one threat category is the nature of terrorism and
should be accepted as such. However, the terrorist threat, when treated as a non-
traditional threat and thus falling outside the traditional security institutions,
might have more dangerous consequences than just some scholarly disagreement.
Such an approach would allow unprecedented power acquisition by political
actors. There are various avenues that political actors can exploit the threat of
terrorism to gain more power: For example, the securitisation of terrorism or
labelling their political opponents as terrorists to silence them (Buzan et al., 1998).
When politicians use the threat of terrorism for securitisation purposes, they look
at gaining more power and resources in the case of successful securitisation
(Bourbeau, 2014; Buzan et al., 1998). The threat of terrorism is treated as
something endangering an entity's survival; thus, the threat and following

counterterrorist activities are granted special status, the emergency political
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measures (Buzan et al., 1998; Workneh & Haridakis, 2021). Hence, assigning the
highest priority to the threat of terrorism can potentially help counterterrorism

providers and open possibilities of the terrorist threat to be used for political gains.

In addition, the threat of terrorism is connected to other politicised matters
such as immigration, refugees, border control and overall people movement, to
name a few, that might not be associated with terrorism on their own but could
be used to highlight the importance and urgency of the terrorist threat. Any threat
has the potential for being securitised, including, for example, the 2020 COVID-
19 outbreak, which showed that counterterrorism resources can be easily used for
non-terrorism related purposes without incurring more transparency from the
state actors (Mahon, 2021). Still, the threat of terrorism is one of the few that can
influence the securitisation of other matters, increasing the chances of successful

securitisation (Bacon et al., 2013; Huysmans & Buonfino, 2008).

For example, the question of immigration can be securitised by associating
immigrants with a (potential) terrorist threat, which would consequently shape
the public opinion in the desired direction (d’Appollonia & Reich, 2008;
Gattinara & Morales, 2017; Moffette & Vadasaria, 2016). The securitisation of
immigration based on the threat of terrorism was demonstrated by the Trump
administration introducing the Muslim ban in 2017, which was officially titled
Executive Order 13769 Protecting the Nation from Foreign Terrorist Entry into
the United States. Another example can be seen in the way the Russian forces
have conducted a trial of foreign fighters that had been captured during the
Russian invasion of Ukraine. Regardless the existing evidence against it, the
British fighters have been accused and convicted on the charges of terrorism,
which was clearly used as a label in this case that allows to expedite the trial
proceedings and allows for severe sentencing (Roth & Sinmaz, 2022). Thus, one
should be wary of assigning the terrorist threat the extralegal status and exclusivity
beyond existing security frameworks as it might create opportunities for power
abuse (Buonfino, 2004). Therefore, it can be seen how the threat of terrorism can
be used by a state in practice to send a message and achieve other political goals

than genuine counterterrorism.
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Such mistreatment of the threat of terrorism for power acquisition would
boomerang at genuine counterterrorism efforts. The level of trust of the public in
counterterrorism is affected, as one does not need to be an expert to see political
opposition and civil activist being unfairly accused of alleged terrorist activity
(Ortner, 2021). For example, new counterterrorism measures in Russia
introduced the law that prescribed all civil society organisations to disclose foreign
funding and register as "foreign agents". The Kremlin reassured the public that
the law aims to increase transparency in financial and civic sectors (Baev, 2006;
Ortner, 2021). Still, instead, the law has led to shrinking civil society, the
destruction of civil society interconnectedness, and the alienation of actual and
potential political opposition (Barkovskaya, 2017; Ortner, 2021; Weiss, 2013).
Thus, overutilisation and possible abuse of counterterrorism resources for power-
grabbing is a risky political move with many unintended (and undesired)

consequences.

Conclusion
This article has reflected on a few aspects of terrorism conceptualisation, namely
the definition of terrorism and how the threat of terrorism has been classified as
traditional and non-traditional. It has been noted that, despite more than twenty
years of research and an extensive body of literature produced on the topics of
terrorism definitions, scholars and practitioners have not arrived at a definite
conclusion on what is terrorism. This is not to condemn the field as unproductive
or lacking cutting edge research but to emphasise the elusive nature of terrorism
as ever-changing indiscriminate violence. This article aims to show that we need
to keep discussing what terrorism is and what terrorism is not to keep developing
our theorising of terrorism and decrease the potential of terrorist threat abuse

through political manipulation.

In this article, I discussed the challenging task of defining and classifying
terrorism. As can be seen, finding a universal definition of terrorism proves to be
an impossible enterprise as terrorism is multifaceted and ever-changing. However,
it should not discourage thinkers from analysing and reworking our concepts

when discussing terrorism. This article emphasised the danger of classifying
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terrorism as both a traditional and non-tradition threat. In doing so, I argued that
the possibility of misuse of the terrorist threat is far more significant when it is
seen as a non-traditional threat. Nonetheless, this is not to say that confining
terrorism to the sphere of traditional threats is safe — it is not. We need to keep
working on a definition of terrorism and its place within security studies for the

scholarship to reflect the contemporary situation.

References

Bacon, E., Cooper, J., & Renz, B. (2013). Securitising Russia: The domestic politics

of Putin. Manchester University Press.
http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/canterbury/detail.action?docID=
1069543

Baev, P. (2006). Counter-terrorism as a building block for Putin’s regime. In J.
Hedenskog, V. Konnander, B. Nygren, I. Oldberg, & C. Pursiainen (Eds.),
Russia as a Great Power (pp. 323-344).

Banks, W. C. (2005). Alternative views of the terrorist threat. International Studies
Review, 7(4), 669—684.

Barkovskaya, Y. (2017, November). Zakonu ob «inostrannyh agentah»—>5 let.
[The law on foreign agents turns 5]. Novaya Gazeta.
https://www.novayagazeta.ru/articles/2017/11/20/74607-5-1et-
odinochestva

Bourbeau, P. (2014). Moving forward together: Logics of the securitisation
process. Millennium, 43(1), 187-206.

Boyle, M. J. (Ed.). (2019). Introduction. In Non-Western responses to terrorism (1st
ed., pp. 1-19). Manchester University Press.

Bruce, G. (2013). Definition of terrorism social and political effects. Journal of
Military and Veterans Health, 21(2), 26-30.

Buonfino, A. (2004). Between unity and plurality: The politicization and
securitization of the discourse of immigration in Europe. New Political
Science, 26(1), 23-49.

Buzan, B., Waver, O., & de Wilde, J. (1998). Security: A new framework for analysis.
Lynn Reinner Publishers, Inc. https://doi.org/10.2307/2586187

d’Appollonia, A. C., & Reich, S. (2008). The Securitization of Immigration.

Immigration, Integration, and Security: America and Europe in Comparative
Perspective, 1.

93



E-ISSN: 2798-4427 Journal of Global Strategic Studies
DOI: 10.36859/jgss.v2i1.1038 Vol. 02 No. 01
June 2022

Ganor, B. (2002). Defining terrorism: Is one man’s terrorist another man’s
freedom fighter? Police Practice and Research, 3(4), 287-304.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1561426022000032060

Gattinara, P. C., & Morales, L. (2017). The politicization and securitization of
migration in Western Europe: Public opinion, political parties and the
immigration issue. In Handbook on migration and security. Edward Elgar
Publishing.

Grossman, N. (2018). Drones and Terrorism: Asymmetric Warfare and the Threat to
Global Security. Bloomsbury Publishing.

Hedenskog, J. (2020). Russia and International Cooperation on Counter-Terrorism:
From the Chechen Wars to the Syria Campaign (FOI-R-4916-SE; p. 50). FOL.
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/65949624/Russia_and_Internatio
nal_Cooperationon_on_Counter_Terrorism-with-cover-page-
v2.pdf?Expires=1654525456&Signature=17EqnA6HmXEHjEe7UJJE4F
660sbH030gqsBECUCTpTpVW6uObwQv6Sr3Hq0dXjnilwQxLDzSwl
DAgjgp6BsX1n1iq3eITOY6Z0COiT9dS0sK6PDrhFz4auKvHfAzMDKkS5
ho3KylJXQqtwIJNPpe54k8IN8ogRGogbr9PRBVH6TbqAxbyCdjFnnz21
sKIhfDTXUP8sbFr356rMLAZKG5VbA~m6gbFo517NAbP7IxOgGtnrZ
UJ67wmBfWYBwhAZEAT71G;jl1jfdulLtj54vf4Pocu4d3SHVLY 8d5y9-
xLVwa4AlADtdX~JcRMjG1wby9~Q-wiruEfIfIf9-
hrMPIpEi5t2Lmw__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA

Hoffman, R. P. (1984). Terrorism: A universal definition [PhD Thesis]. The
Claremont Graduate University.

Homolar, A., & A. Rodriguez-Merino, P. (2019). Making sense of terrorism: A
narrative approach to the study of violent events. Critical Studies on
Terrorism, 12(4), 561-581.

Huysmans, J., & Buonfino, A. (2008). Politics of exception and unease:
Immigration, asylum and terrorism in parliamentary debates in the UK.
Political ~ Studies, 56(4), 766-788. https://doi.org/10.1111/7.1467-
9248.2008.00721.x

Jones, L., & Hameiri, S. (2021). Fractured China. Cambridge University Press.

Jordan, J. (2019). Leadership Decapitation of Terrorist Organizations: Strategic
Targeting. Stanford University Press.

Kovac, M. (2007). International criminalisation of terrorism. Hrvatski Ljetopis Za
Kazneno Pravo i Praksu, 14(1), 267-290.

Kramer, M. (2005). Guerrilla warfare, counterinsurgency and terrorism in the
North Caucasus: The military dimension of the Russian — Chechen
conflict. Europe-Asia Studies, 57(2), 209-290.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09668130500051833

94



E-ISSN: 2798-4427 Journal of Global Strategic Studies
DOI: 10.36859/jgss.v2i1.1038 Vol. 02 No. 01
June 2022

Kronenwetter, M. (2004). Terrorism: A guide to events and documents. Greenwood
Publishing Group.

Mahon, A. (2021). A pivotal event narrative in critical terrorism studies: COVID-
19 and the threat of terrorism. Critical Studies on Terrorism, 14(4), 459—462.

Managhan, T. (2020). Unknowing the ‘War on Terror’: The Pleasures of Risk.
Routledge.

Marten, K. (2012). Warlords. Cornell University Press.
http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/canterbury/detail.action?docID=
3138348

Martin, S., & Weinberg, L. B. (2014). Terrorism in an era of unconventional
warfare.  Terrorism and  Political  Violence, May 2015, 1-18.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09546553.2014.895330

Martini, A., & Njoku, E. T. (2017). The Challenges of Defining Terrorism for
Counter-Terrorism Policy. In The Palgrave Handbook of Global
Counterterrorism Policy (pp. 73—89). Springer.

Meisels, T. (2009). Defining terrorism—a typology. Critical Review of International
Social and Political Philosophy, 12(3), 331-351.

Miller, E. (2019). Trends in Global Terrorism: Islamic State’s Decline in Iraq and
Expanding Global Impact; Fewer Mass Casualty Attacks in Western Europe;
Number of Attacks in the United States Highest since 1980. National
Consortium for The Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism ....

Moffette, D., & Vadasaria, S. (2016). Uninhibited violence: Race and the
securitization of immigration. Critical Studies on Security, 4(3), 291-305.

Ortner, D. (2021). Extremism: Russia’s Crackdown on Free Speech and Religious
Freedom in the Name of National Security. In T. Workneh & P. Haridakis
(Eds.), Counter-Terrorism Laws and Freedom of Expression: Global Perspectives
(Ist ed., pp. 273-294). Lexington books.

Pokalova, E. (2015). Chechnya’s terrorist network: The evolution of terrorism in Russia’s
North Caucasus. ABC-CLIO, LLC.

Richards, A. (2012). Characterising the UK terrorist threat: The problem with
non-violent ideology as a focus for counter-terrorism and terrorism as the
product of ‘vulnerability’. Journal of Terrorism Research, 3(1), 17-26.
https://doi.org/10.15664/jtr.414

Ritchie, H., Hasell, J., Appel, C., & Roser, M. (2020a). Terrorism. Half of Americans
are worried about being a victim of terrorism. Data from The Global Terrorism
Database (GTD). https://ourworldindata.org/terrorism

95



E-ISSN: 2798-4427 Journal of Global Strategic Studies
DOI: 10.36859/jgss.v2i1.1038 Vol. 02 No. 01
June 2022

Ritchie, H., Hasell, J., Appel, C., & Roser, M. (2020b). Terrorism. What share of
deaths are from terrorism? Data from The Global Terrorism Database (GTD).
https://ourworldindata.org/terrorism

Ritchie, H., Hasell, J., Appel, C., & Roser, M. (2020c). Terrorism. Which regions
experience the most terrorism? Data from The Global Terrorism Database (GTD).
https://ourworldindata.org/terrorism

Roth, A., & Sinmaz, E. (2022, June 9). Britons sentenced to death after ‘show trial’ in
Russian-occupied Ukraine [News]. The Guardian.
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2022/jun/09/britons-sentenced-
to-death-russian-occupied-ukraine-aiden-aslin-shaun-pinner

Rowling, J. K. (2005). Harry Potter and the half-blood prince. Bloomsbury
publishing.

Saul, B. (2005). Definition of ‘terrorism’ in the UN Security Council: 1985-2004.
Chinese Journal of International Law, 4(1), 141-166.

Scharf, M. P. (2004). Defining terrorism as the peacetime equivalent of war
crimes: Problems and prospects. Case W. Res. J. Int’l L., 36, 359-359.

Schmid, A. P. (2004). Terrorism-the definitional problem. Case W. Res. J. Int’l L.,
36, 375-375.

Schmid, A. P. (2005). Prevention of terrorism: Towards a multi-pronged
approach. In T. Bjorgo (Ed.), Root causes of terrorism: Myths, reality, and ways
Sforward (pp. 223-241). Routledge.

Schmid, A. P. (2011). The Routledge handbook of terrorism research. Taylor &
Francis.

Schmid, A. P. (2013). The response problem as a definition problem. In Terrorism
Studies (pp. 113—118). Routledge.

Schmid, A. P. (2018). Revisiting the relationship between international terrorism
and transnational organised crime 22 years later. Research Paper, The
International Center for Counter-Terrorism, The Hague, 1-40.

Swanstrom, N. (2010). Traditional and Non-Traditional Security Threats in Central
Asia: Connecting the New and the Old. 8(2), 35-51.

Tauber, S., & Banks, C. (2017). The impact of the threat of terrorism on US
district court decisions during wartime. Terrorism and Political Violence,
29(5), 793-829.

United Nations General Assembly Sixth Committee. (2018, October 3). Meetings
Coverage. Fight against International Terrorism Impeded by Stalemate on
Comprehensive Convention, Sixth Committee Hears as Seventy-Third Session
Begins. GA/L/3566. United Nations General Assembly Sixth Committee

96



E-ISSN: 2798-4427 Journal of Global Strategic Studies
DOI: 10.36859/jgss.v2i1.1038 Vol. 02 No. 01

June 2022

Weiss, M. (2013). Rights in Russia: Navalny and the opposition. World Affairs,
72-80.

Welle Deutsche. (2020, April 9). Increased terror attacks in Africa amid coronavirus
pandemic | DWW | 09.04.2020. Welle (Www.Dw.Com).
https://www.dw.com/en/increased-terror-attacks-in-africa-amid-
coronavirus-pandemic/a-53066398

Wilson, T. K. (2020). Killing Strangers: How Political Violence Became Modern.
Oxford University Press.

Workneh, T., & Haridakis, P. (2021). Counter-terrorism Laws in the
International Frame. In Counter-Terrorism Laws and Freedom of Expression:
Global Perspectives (pp. 3—26). Lexington books.

Zimmerman, E. (2016). Think tanks and non-traditional security. Springer.

97



MAGISTER HUBUNGAN INTERNASIONAL

http://ejournal.fisip.unjani.ac.id/



